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Drawings 

1. The drawings are objected to under 37 CFR 1.83(a). The drawings must show every 
featm-e of the invention specified in the claims. Therefore, the limitation to the slot must be 
shown or the feature(s) canceled from the claim(s). No new matter should be entered. 

Corrected drawing sheets in compliance with 37 CFR 1.121(d) are required in reply to 
the Office action to avoid abandonment of the application. Any amended replacement drawing 
sheet should include all of the figures appearing on the immediate prior version of the sheet, 
even if only one figure is being amended. The figure or figure number of an amended drawing 
should not be labeled as "amended." If a drawing figure is to be canceled, the appropriate figure 
must be removed from the replacement sheet, and where necessary, the remaining figures must 
be renumbered and appropriate changes made to the brief description of the several views of the 
drawings for consistency. Additional replacement sheets may be necessary to show the 
renumbering of the remaining figures. Each drawing sheet submitted after the filing date of an 
application must be labeled in the top margin as either "Replacement Sheet" or "New Sheet" 
pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .121(d). If the changes are not accepted by the examiner, the applicant will 
be notified and informed of any required corrective action in the next Office action. The 
objection to the drawings will not be held in abeyance. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §102 
1 . The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 1 02 that form the 
basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 
A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 
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(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public use or on 
sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United States. 

2. Claims 1-2, 5-8, 14, 19, 21, 26-27 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being 
anticipated by Layne (4213279). 

Layne shows a seal system comprising at least one dock pad (1 1, 14, 15), the pad 
comprising a backing material (16, figure 6) having a front portion and a rear portion, a first 
foam layer (15) coupled to the rear portion of the backing structure to provide a seal between a 
building surface and the dock pad, a second foam layer (14) coupled to the front portion of the 
backing structure (16) to provide a seal between the dock pad and a vehicle, the at least one dock 
pad comprising a theft deterrence component (col 2 lines 30-33) to substantially enclosed the 
second foam layer, a removable cover (col 2 lines 30-33) substantially covers exposed portion of 
the at least one dock pad, the cover comprising at least one of Vinyl (col 2 line 32), at least one 
of the first and second foam layers being formed from flexible foam, the foam layers being 
formed from polyurethane foam 9col 2 line 20), at least one mounting bracket (30) for coupling 
the at least one dock pad to the building , the bracket having one long leg and two short legs (30, 
figure 3), the theft deterrence component is secured to a first end portion of the backing structure 
(16), wrapped around the foam layer (14), and secured to a second end portion of the backing 
structure such that the foam layer is substantially enclosed by the theft deterrence component, 
means (15) for providing a substantially air tight seal between a dock pad and a building, means 
(14) for providing a seal between the dock pad and a rear portion of a vehicle, means (16) for 
providing rigidity to the pad, means (14a) for deterring theft. 

3, Claims 1-3 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated by Richards Jr. 
(3818521). 
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Richards Jr. shows a seal system comprising at least one dock pad (inherently capable of 
functioning as claimed as a dock pad), the pad comprising a backing material (16', figure 9) 
having a front portion and a rear portion, a first foam layer (17B, col 2 line 56) coupled to the 
rear portion of the backing structure, a second foam layer (17A) coupled to the front portion of 
the backing structure (16), the at least one dock pad comprising a theft deterrence component 
(18) to substantially enclosed the second foam layer, the component being a metallic structure. 

4. Claims 1-2, 19 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being anticipated by Digmann et al 
(2004/0226228). 

Digmann et al shows a seal system comprising at least one dock pad (figure 4), the pad 
comprising a backing material (58, figure 4) having a front portion and a rear portion, a first 
foam layer (56, left) coupled to the rear portion of the backing structure to provide a seal 
between a building surface and the dock pad, a second foam layer (56 right) coupled to the front 
portion of the backing structure (58) to provide a seal between the dock pad and a vehicle, the at 
least one dock pad comprising a theft deterrence component (60) to substantially enclosed the 
second foam layer, the component being a mesh material. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §103 

5. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

6. Claim 3 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Layne (4213279) 
in view of Hoffmann et al (2003/0177720) 
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Layne shows all the claimed limitations except for the first and second foam layers 
having a density of about l-21b/ft3. 

It would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to modify Layne' s foam layer to show the density being about 1-2 lb/ft3 because it 
would have been an obvious matter of engineering design choice to choose the foam layers 
having the density of 1-2 lb/ft3 as the density provides good compression strength for the pad, 
and a designer having ordinary skill in the art would know to choose the density for the material 
to achieve the desired compression strength; furthermore, applicant on pages 7-8 of the 
specification, discloses that any suitable density foam can be utilized and it reinforces the 
position that the claimed density is a matter of engineering design. 

7. Claims 4, 20 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Digmann et 
al (2004/0226228) in view of Minke et al (2003/0200714). 

Digmann et al shows all the claimed limitations except for the component being a chain 
link fence. 

Minke et al discloses a reinforcement material (36) being a chain hnk fence, metal mesh, 
chicken wire, grill cloth, aluminum screen mesh, expanded metal, polymeric mesh and other 
material (col 3 last 6 lines). 

It would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to modify Digmann et al's component to show the component being a chain link fence 
because chain link fence, metal mesh, polymeric mesh etc. . . are available equivalent material for 
forming a reinforcement layer as taught by Minke et al. 

8. Claim 9 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Layne (4213279). 
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Layne shows all the claimed limitations except for the first and second foam layers having a 
density of about l-21b/ft3. 

It would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to modify Layne's foam layer to show the density being about 1-2 lb/fl3 because it 
would have been an obvious matter of engineering design choice to choose the foam layers 
having the density of 1-2 lb/ft3 as the density provides good compression strength for the pad, 
and a designer having ordinary skill in the art would know to choose the density for the material 
to achieve the desired compression strength; furthermore, appUcant on pages 7-8 of the 
specification, discloses that any suitable density foam can be utilized and it reinforces the 
position that the claimed density is a matter of engineering design. 

9. Claim 10 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Layne (4213279). 

Layne shows all the claimed limitations except for the first and second foam layers 
having a compression factor of about 30 lb. 

It would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to modify Layne's foam layer to show the first and second foam layers having a 
compression factor of about 30 lb because it would have been an obvious matter of engineering 
design choice to choose the foam layers having the compression factor of about 30 lb as the 
compression factor provides good compression strength for the pad, and a designer having 
ordinary skill in the art would know to choose the compression factor for the material to achieve 
the desired compression strength; furthermore, applicant on pages 7-8 of the specification, 
discloses that any suitable density foam can be utilized and it reinforces the position that the 
claimed compression factor is a matter of engineering design. 
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10. Claim 1 1 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Layne (4213279). 
Layne shows all the claimed limitations except for the first and second foam layers 

having resihence from about H-180F to about -50 F. 

It would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to modify Layne's foam layer to show the first and second foam layers having a 
resilience from about +180F to about -50 F because it would have been an obvious matter of 
engineering design choice to choose the foam layers having the first and second foam layers 
having a resihence from about -I-180F to about -50 F as having the foam temperature range 
would enable a pad to properly fimction in the outside environment which can be very hot and 
very cold, and a designer having ordinary skill in the art would know to choose the foam having 
the temperature range as it ensures that the pad would be able to fimction properly outdoor; 
fiirthermore, applicant on pages 7-8 of the specification, discloses that any suitable density foam 
can be utilized and it reinforces the position that the claimed temperature range is a matter of 
engineering design. 

1 1 . Claim 12 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Layne (4213279) 
in view of Etlar (2704574) 

Layne shows all the claimed limitations except for at least one of the foam layers being 
constructed of three-stage foam. 

Etlar shows a door seal pad made of multiple stages of foam material to provide for good 
strength and compression ratio. 

It would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to modify Layne's foam layers to show at least one of the foam layers being 
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constructed of three-stage foam because it would provide the pad with good strength and 
compression ratio for covering the back of a vehicle as taught by Etlar. 

12. Claim 13 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Layne (4213279) 
in view of Frommelt (4718207) 

Layne shows all the claimed limitations except for the backing material being constructed 
from steel 

Frommelt discloses a backing material (10) comprise of any suitable material such as 
wood or steel or the like (col 3 line 41). 

It would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to modify Layne's backing material being constructed from steel because steel and 
wood are equivalence material for forming the backing material as taught by Frommelt. 

13. Claim 15 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Layne (4213279). 
Layne shows all the claimed limitations except for the two short legs having different 

lengths. 

It would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to modify Layne's two short legs having different lengths because having a longer leg 
on the inside would allow for extra space for fastening more fasteners to backing members 
without having the fasteners showing on the other side and thus allowing the pad to be better 
secured without having the fasteners greatly negatively effecting the outside appearance of the 
pad. 

14. Claim 16 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Layne (4213279). 
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Layne shows all the claimed limitations except for at least one mounting bracket being 
adjustable via a slotted aperture. 

It would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to modify Layne's bracket having at least one slotted aperture for mounting the bracket 
(figure 3) to the wall because it is well known in the art that slotted aperture provides for easy 
mounting of brackets to a substrate as it allows for easy alignment of the bracket. 

15. Claims 17-18 are rejected imder 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Layne 
(42 1 3279) in view of FrommeU et al (3230675). 

Layne shows all the claimed limitations except for the at least one dock pad having a 
plurality of pleats. 

Frommelt et al shows at least one dock pad having a plurality of pleats (7, 14) to bear the 
brunt of wear and tear occurring when the truck is loaded or unloaded or is backed against or 
driven away fi-om the pads (col 2 lines 47-50). 

It would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to modify Layne's pad to show a pluraUty of pleats because the pleats would provide 
further protection for the pad against tear and wear caused by trucks when loading and unloading 
and backing against and driven away from the pads as taught by Frommelt et al. 

Per claim 18, Layne as modified shows all the claimed limitations and inherently shows 
the configuration of pleats depending on a type of exposure to the at least one dock pad. 

16. Claims 22-25 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Layne 
(4213279). 
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Layne shows a seal system(figiire 3) comprising at least one dock pad having a backing 
structure (17) and at least one foam layer(15), a plurality of mounting brackets (30) to secure the 
at least one dock pad to a building wherein each of the mounting brackets forming a U-shaped 
channel having one long leg and two short legs, the long leg of the bracket being secured to the 
building and the short legs being secured tot eh backing structure. 

Layne does not show the two short legs having different lengths. 

It would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to modify Layne*s two short legs having different lengths because having a longer leg 
on the inside would allow for extra space for fastening more fasteners to backing members 
without having the fasteners showing on the other side and thus allowing the pad to be better 
secured without having the fasteners greatly negatively effecting the outside appearance of the 
pad. 

Per claim 24, Layne as modified shows all the claimed limitations except for the brackets 
being manufactured from 6-20 gauge steel. 

It would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to modify Layne's modified structure to show the brackets being manufactured firom 6- 
20 gauge steel because 6-20 gauge steel would provide strong strength for the bracket to enable 
the bracket the pad and withstand the dynamic force of the vehicles; furthermore, it is considered 
well known in the art to have the pad bracket made of 6-20 gauge steel as it is known to provide 
sufficient strength for supporting the pad. 

Per claim 25, Layne as modified shows all the claimed limitations except for each of the 
brackets having a slot formed therein. 
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It would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to modify Layne's modified structure to show the brackets each having a slot because 
it is well known in the art that slotted aperture provides for easy mounting of brackets to a 
substrate as it allows for easy alignment of the bracket. 

Conclusion 

The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to applicant's 
disclosure. The prior art shows different docking seal device. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Phi D A whose telephone number is 571-272-6864. The 
examiner can normally be reached on Monday-Thursday. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Lanna Mai can be reached on 571-272-6867. The fax phone niunber for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 




3/4/06 



